Gerald Geison's superb study of Louis Pasteur comes at a time of mounting hysteria over the supposedly anti-scientific intent of much history and sociology of science. In such a climate, there is a danger that a book which sets out to show that Pasteur's "scientific beliefs and modus operandi were sometimes profoundly shaped by his personal concerns, including his political, philosophical, and religious instincts" (p. 4) , and which argues, moreover, that, on occasion, Pasteur deliberately published misleading accounts of the work that led up to some of his most important scientific discoveries, will be dismissed out of hand by the anti-sociology lobby. Anyone who takes the time to read Geison's judicious, meticulous and carefully argued book will be forced to reassess such charges. The private science ofLouis Pasteur makes abundantly clear the extent to which a thoroughly social understanding of Pasteur's science is compatible with a deep admiration for the skill and dedication that he brought to his work, and for the immense fruitfulness of the research programmes that he initiated.
It does so, however, while providing a much-needed corrective to some of the uncritically adulatory tales that have hitherto been told about Pasteur's life and work. Pasteur has been the subject of much mythmaking. Thanks to the stories that he, his colleagues and his biographers told about his endeavours, he has been hailed by posterity, not just as an outstanding scientist, but as something of a moral paragon-"the most prefect man who has ever entered the Kingdom of Science ... a man whose spiritual life was no less admirable than his scientific life", as one hagiographer put it (Stephen Paget, 1910, quoted at pp. 265-6 Geison shows that Pasteur's public account of that experiment was carefully drafted to obscure the fact that it violated prevailing ethical standards for the conduct of human experiments-standards that Pasteur had himself but recently endorsed. In describing the work leading up to the first successful human trial, Pasteur suggested that he had previously tested both the safety and the efficacy of his method on a "large number" of dogs. In fact, Pasteur's laboratory notebooks reveal that his previous attempts to treat dogs with rabies vaccine had yielded results that were ambiguous at best, and that none of those animal trials had been conducted using the method that was used to treat young Meister. Joseph Meister, it turns out, was treated using a method that Pasteur had only recently decided to try, and that was completely untested on animals. Had the truth come out at the time, it might well have inflamed public fears that laboratory scientists like Pasteur were recklessly inclined to disregard more humane considerations in their pursuit of scientific knowledge or commercial gain. In the event, such fears were allayed by the evident success of the rabies vaccine. Nevertheless, in his desire to secure that success, Pasteur saw fit both to violate his own professed ethical standards, and to mislead the public about the methods he had employed.
In revealing these discrepancies between Pasteur's private activities and the accounts he subsequently published of those activities, Geison's aim is not to discredit Pasteur or his contributions to science. On the contrary, he gives full credit to Pasteur's brilliance as an experimeter. But he also makes clear the extent to which Pasteur's public reputation depended not just on his ability to manipulate his experimental materials in the laboratory, but also on his ability to control and manipulate the information that issued from his laboratory. Pasteur's science is thus portrayed as an irreducibly social enterprise, involving both the scientist's pursuit of his private interests and ambitions, and the more public system of scrutiny, criticism and approval that defined the terms on which his success was to be measured. In demonstrating this interaction between public and private activities, Geison goes to the heart of what makes science so powerful a means of generating not just experimental novelty, but also effective new technologies for ordering and controlling the world. But in making clear the extent to which even so great a scientist as Pasteur was tempted, on occasion, to conceal the truth about the methods he used, Geison also raises important questions about how the essential tension between public and private interests is to be managed.
Geison does not address these questions explicitly; he is content to let his readers draw their own conclusions from his analysis of the private dimensions of Pasteur's work. Nevertheless, his study has profound implications for how We should think about the place of science in co temporary society. Over the past forty years, the myth of disinterested science has lost much of its popular appeal. 
